
MONTANA FISH, WILDLIFE AND PARKS
FISHERIES DIVISION

Draft Environmental Assessment
MEPA/NEPA CHECKLIST

Introduction of Sterile Tiger Muskellunge into Willow Creek Reserroir as a Biological
Control to Reduce an Expanding White Sucker Population

PART I: PROPOSED ACTION DESCRIPTION

A. Type of Proposed Action: Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FWP) proposes to introduce
tiger muskies into Willow Creek Reservoir to reduce the abundance of white suckers with the
objective of improving the recreational fishery for rainbow trout.

B. Agency Authority for the Proposed Action:

87-l-7A2. Powers of departmcnt relating to fish restoration and management. The
department is hereby authorized to perform such acts as may be necessary to the establishment
and conduct of fish restoration and management projects as defined and authorized by the act of
songress, providcd every project initiated under the provisions of the act shall be under the
supervision of the department, and no laws or rules or regulations shall be passed, made, or
established relating to said fish restoration and management projects except they be in
conformity with the larvs of the state of Montana or rules promulgated by the department, and
the title to all lands acquired or projects created from lands purchased or acquired by deed or gift
shall vest in, be, there remain in the state of Montana and shall be operated and maintained by it
in accordance with the laws of the state of Montana. The department shall have no power to
accept benefits unless the fish restoration and management projects created or established shall
wholly and permanently belong to the state of Montanao except as hereinafter provided.

C. f,stimated Commencement Date: August zDruif fish are available

D. Name and Location of the Project:

Environmental assessment of the introduction of sterile tiger muskellunge (l'l hybrids of female
muskellunge Esox rnasguinonry and r.nale northern oike 4-lacius) into Willow Creek Reservoir
as a biological control to reduce an expanding white sucker population

Willow Creek Reservoir is an off-stream irrigation reservoir located approximately four miles
northwest of the town of Augusta in Lcrvis and Clark County (T2lN R07W Sections 13,14,23-
26;T2lN R06W Sections I9,30; Figure I).



E. Project Size (acres affected)
l. Developed/residential - 0 acres

2. Industrial-0acres
3. Open space/Woodlands/Recreation - 0 acres

4. Wetlands/Riparian * Willow Creek Reservoir is approximatcly 1,314 surface acres at

flull-pool elevation.

5. Floodplain-0acres
6. Irrigated Cropland - 0 acres

7. Dry Cropland - 0 acres

8. Forestry-0acres
9. Rangeland-0acres
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F. Narrative Summary of the Proposed Action and Purpose of the Proposed Action

Willow Creek Reservoir was constructed in the early 1900's under authority of the Sun River
Project. Construction of the reservoir commenced in 1907 and was completed in l9l l. It rvas
the first storage reservoir built on the Sun River Project, and was followed by the completion of
Gibson Reservoir in 1929 and Pishkun Reservoir in 1931. Combined. these three reservoirs
provide water to inigate 81,000 aues in the Creenfield Inigation District and I 0,150 acres in the
Fon Shaw Irrigation District (USBOR web site).

Receiving water from both Willow Creek and Gibson Reservoir on the upper Sun River, Willow
Creek Reservoir has a surface area of approximately 1,3 l4 acres and capacity of 32,400 ac-ft. at
full-pool. Inflows typically occur in May and June, and water is generally discharged from the
reservoir starting in mid July through August to augment Sun River flows. Annual drawdown is
typically about l0 feet. It is a productive reservoir rvith extensive shallow littoral areas on the
west end and deep water habitat towards the dam. There is excellent access to the resen'oir as it
is surrounded by public land owned by the Bureau of Reclamation, and FWP administers a

fishing access site including a campground and boat ramp on the south shore of the reservoir. 11

is a popular destination for water-based recreation, particularly fishing.

MF'WP first stocked rainbow trout into Willow Creek Reservoir in 1949. During the 1950's
there was an extended period when the reservoir was not stocked, but since 1961 it has received
annual plants of rainbow trout. The current FWP stocking plan calls for Willow Creek Reservoir
to receive 75,000 Eagte Lake strain rainbow trout fingerlings each June. This particular strain of
rainbow trout grows quickly and exhibits excellent longevity of five to six years. Because of this
longevity, stocked rainbows occasionally attain trophy size exceeding eight pounds.

Fishing pressure on Willow Creek Reservoir has averaged 7,083 angler days per year since I982,
rvith a peak use of 19 ,225 angler days occurring in 1 985. Recently, angler use has decreased
rvith a decline in the rainborv trout fishery. Fishing pressure has averaged just 4,430 angler days
per year since 2003. Thc decline in fishing pressrue parallels the recent decline in rainbow trout
abundance in the reservoir.

Recent standardized gill net sampling in Willow Creek Reservoir indicated the fish community is
dominated by white suckers, comprising 85Yoto 95Yo of all fish sampled since 2010 (Figure 2). ,

There has been a measureable decline in the body condition of rainbow trout. Relative weight
(Wr) values (crn index of body condition or plumpness) for the reservoir's rainbow trout
population have steadily declined since 2009. Similarly, the mean Wr of the white sucker
population has declined as their numbers have increased in the reservoir (Figure 2; Figure 3).

The increase in suckers in Willow Creek Reservoir has resulted in decline in trout condition and
angler use.
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Figure 2. Standardized gill net catches of rainbow trout and white suckers in Willow Creek

Reservoir.

White suckcrs can compete directly with rainbow trout for zooplankton (Barton and Bidgood
1980, Schneidervin and Hubert 1987). Both species select for Daphnia, however white suckers

tend to select Daphnia at a slightly smaller size than is prefened by rainbow trout (Schneidevin
and Hubert 1987). Because of this size preference, a high density white sucker population can

crop off Daphniabefore they reach the larger sizes preferred by rainbow trout. This competition
for available food resources appearc to be limiting the growth and body condition of the rainbow
trout population in Willow Creek Reservoir, thus reducing the potential of this popular
recreational fishery.

Managers have three viable methods to reduce white sucker abundance in a reservoir
environment: mechanical removal, piscicide treatment, or use of a biological control.
The mechanicalremovalof rvhite suckers could be accomplished with the use of gill nets or
trapnets fished in the spring targeting spawning aggregations. Efforts to remove white suckers
from Ackley Lake and Bair Reservoir in northcentral Montana resulted in short-term
improvement of rainbow trout Wr values. However, these efforts were very time consuming and
costly and would require annual or frequent removals to achieve a long-term benefit (A. Tews,
personal communication, MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks). Willow Creek Reservoir is over five
times larger than Ackley Lake and Bair Reservoir and would require considerable more effort to
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remove adequate numbers of white suckers to provide a measureable benefit to the rainbow trout
tishery. The resources to accornplish this annually are not available.

Treating a waterbody with a piscicide such as rotenone can be very effective in removing an

unrvanted species. I'he potential use of rotenone in Willow Creek Resewoir would be cost
prohibitive because of the volume of water that would need to be treated, even if the reservoir
was drawn down to dead storage. Furthermore, because Willow Creek Reservoir's water sources
(Willow Crcek and the upper Sun River) contain white sucker populations, it is likely they would
quickly re-populate the reservoir following treatment. Plus, Willow Creek Reservoir water is

designated for irrigation, so using rotenone is not impossible, but adds another layer of
complexity.

The most cost-et-fective of the three alternatives presented for reducing the abundance of white

suckers in Willow Creek Reservoir is to introduce a predator fish that could effectively prey on

them. Introduction of a new fish species often presents irreversible risks because it can result in
a self-sustaining population. Tiger muskies are a sterile hybrid that cannot reproduce, thus they

are an ideal predator fish to consider fbr this proposal. Their numbers can easily be managed by

adjusting stocking numbers and/or angling limits, or by mechanical removal with nets.

Tiger muskies are an opportunistic predator that leed mostly on fish. They are bottom oriented

and tend to select for benthic fishes rather than prey that suspends in the water column
(Engstrom-Heg et al. 1986). Tiger muskies have been widely used as a biological conlrol ol'
undesirable fish species to improve recreational fisheries. In Colorado tiger muskies have been

successfully used on several waters to control white suckers and common carp (Satterfield and
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Elmblad 1995). Biologists in New Mexico used tiger muskies to reduce sucker and goldfish

populations to improve trout fisheries (Moftatt 2010). Brook trout populations in mountain lakes

in idaho were effectively reduced using tiger muskies to the benefit of native species (DuPont et

al.20ll ). In Region 5 in Montana, tiger muskies have been successfully used in Deadmans

Basin Reservoir, Lebo Lake, Lake Elmo and Lake Josephine to improve recreational fisheries

(K. Frazer, MT Fish, Wildlife and Parks, personal communication). fhere have been no

deleterious impacts associated with these introductions into Montana waters.

A secondary benefit to the introduction of tiger muskies is that they often develop into ftophy

fishcries, as they grow quickly and attain large sizes attractive to anglers. This would provide a

unique angling opportunity for northcentral Montana. These trophy fisheries are popular, as

many anglers are now specifically targeting tiger muskies in Deadmans Basin Reservoir, which

holds the current Montana state record of 38.75 lbs. If stocked into Willow Creek Reservoir, lhe

standard Central Fishing District limit would apply fbr tiger muskies, limiting anglers to

harvesting just one fish over 40 inches in length. This restrictive harvest would protect these

fish to grow large enough to effectively prey on the largest white suckers in the reservoir, as well

as promote the development of a trophy fishery.

FWP woutd stock fingerling tiger muskies for at least two consecutive years. Netting surveys
rvould be used to closely monitor the survival of the tiger muskie plants, as well as relative
abundances and body condition of the white sucker and rainbow trout populations. The number
of tiger muskies planted in future years would be determined by balancing the reduction in
sucker numbers with the corresponding improvement in Wr values of rainbow trout.
Specifically, the objective of the project is to improve rainbow trout Wr values to 95Yo - 10}yq
which would greatly improve the quality of this fishery.



PART II: ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

l. Evaluation of the impacts of the Proposed Action including secondary and cumulative impaets
on the Physical and Human Environment.

I. LAND RESOURCES

Will the proposed action result in:

b. Disruption, displaccment, crosion, compaction,
moislure loss, or over-covering ofsoil *lrich
rvoild rcduce productivity or fenility?

c. Dcstruction, covering or modification of any

unique geologic or physical lbaturcs?

d. Changes in siltation, deposition or crosion
pattcms trat may modiry the channel of a river or
stream or thc bed or shore of a laiie?

e. Exposurc ol'pcoplc or pmpcrry to eaniquakes.
landslidcs. ground l'arlure. or olher nalural haz:rd?

Nanative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if

2. AIR

Will the proposed action result in:

a Emission of air pollutarts or delerioration ol
ambient air qualitJ-) (!lso sce l3 (c))

b. Crcotion of objectionable odors?

c. Alteralion of air movcmcnl, moisture, or
lco)peralure pattcms or ony changc in slimale. cifier
locally or regionally?

d. Adverse effecls on vegctation, including crops, due

to increascd emissioos of pollutants?

e. For P-M )-J pqgec!s, rvill the proicct rcsult in any

rtischargc rvhich will conllict wilh lederal or slale air
quality regulations? (Also scc 2a)

oftheCumulaliveandSecondaryEffectsonLandResources(Attachadditionalpagesofnarrativeif

needed):

needed):



a. Dischargc into surfact water or any alteration ol'

surlacc rmter quality including but not limited to

terrlperaturc, dissolvcd oxygcn or turbldiry?

d. Changes in thc amount ofsurfacc water in any *aler
body or creation ofa ne'w w8lcl body?

e. Exposure ofpeople or property to water rclated hazards

such as tlooding?

f. Changos in the quality of goundwaler?

g. Changcs in the quantity ofgroundrvater?

i. Effects on any existing water right or reservation?

j. Etfccts on odrr waler ustrs as a result ol'ally alteration

in surface or groundwaler quality?

k. Ellbcts on o6er users as a rcsult ofany alteration in
surfacr or gurndwatcr quantity?

l. For P-UD-J, will the project allect a desigrrated

llordplain'l (Also see 3c)

m. For P-R/I)-J, rvill ths project rcsult in any discharyc

rhat will afltcl fbderal or sl0lc \NDter qu0liry rcgulBtions?
(AJso see 3a)

Wil! the proposed sction result in:

Description and Ofthe Curnulative and Sccondaγ  Ettcts on Land Resources(Attach additional pages ofnarativc

4. VEGETATION

Will the proposed aclion result in:

a. Changes in the diversity. pruluctivity or abundancc ofplant
spccic; (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, and aquaric plsnlsf

b. Alteralion of a plant community?

c. Advene c{Iecrs on any uniquc, rare, thrcalsned, or endangered

species?

d. Reduction in acrcage u productivity ofany agricultural lond?

c. FJtablishment or spread ofnoxious weedsl

Narrative
nceded):



Narrative Dcscription and Evaluation ofthe Cumulat市 e and Secondary Efrects on Land Resources(Attach additional pages ofnaraJve if

needed):

5 FISILWILDLIFE

Wi‖ the propOsed actlon resultin:

IMPACT

Can Impact Be

Mitisalcd
Comrntnt

Iudr^x
Udmosvn None Minor

Potentially

Signincコ lt

aEた terioration or cFitid ish or wildliた habilat? X

b. Changes in the diversity or sbundance of game animals or bird
species?

X

c. Changes in the diversity or abundarcc of nmgamc species? X

tl. lntroduction ofnew species inlo an rea? X Ycs 5d

e. Crealion o[a banier to thc migration or movement ofanimals? X

f- Advcrsc effecs on any uniquc, nrrc. thrcalencd, or endangercd

species?
X

g. lncrease in conditions thal suess wildlifc populatiofls or limit
aburxlanr (including harassmcnt, legal or illcgal harvcs! or o&er human
activity)?

X 5g

h ForP‐ R/D‐ J,wi‖ thc proJcct be perf― ed in any aFCa in Which T&E

spccics ac present,and wl:鮨 FむКt art・ ct a■yT&E sPcciCS Orlhcr
habiat?(NsO SCe sっ

X

i. For ILR/}J, rvill the pro;ect introdN.: or export any specics nol
presently or historically trccuring in the recciving locatron'l (Also sce

5d)

X Yes

j. Other: X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if
needed);

5c. White suckers are a native, non-game fish species currently very abundant in Willow Creek Reservoir. There likely would be a long-

terrn negative impact to the white sucker population in the rcseryoir as the objective of the proPosed action is to reduce their abundance. This

locatizetl reduction in rvhite suckers would be insignificant as they are common and abundant throughout Montana east of the Continental

Divide.

5d. The proposed action would introduce a new fish species into Willorv Creek Reservoir. Tiger muskies are a sterile hybrid that are unable

to reproduce, thus they could be removed from the reservoir if necessary,

5f. Willorv Creek Reservoir is located within the range of grizzly bears in the Northem Contincntal Divide Recovery Area, but is not critical

habitat nor do white suckers provide an important food source.

59. The proposed action may result in increased angler use on Willow Creek Reservoir, which could stress or displace some rvildlife.

5h. See 5f.

5i. See 5d.



Will the proposed action result in:

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the lnA SeconOary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages oInarrative il

a. Increases in existing noise levels?

b. Exposure ofJreople to scvcrc or nuisanrx noisc lcvels?

c. Creation olelccuosutlc or clectromagnetic effccb that could bc

detrimenul to human he alth or profffty?

d. lnterfercncc wiur radio or lelcvision reccption and operation?

7. LAND USE

Will the proposed aclion result in:

a. Alteralion ofor intcrfercnce rvith th€ productivity or ptofitabiliry

olthc cxisting lurd ue of an uea?

b. Con0icted with a dcsignated natural arca or area ofunusual

scientifi c or cducational importartce?

c. Con{lict with rury eristing land use rvkxe presencc would

consrain or poicnlially prohibit the propoccd action?

d. Advcne effecls on or relocation ofresidenccs?

e. O0rer: hrcreased recrcal.lln us

@ationoftheCumulativeandSecondaryEffectsonLandResources(A1tachadditionalpagesofnarrativeil

7e. The development of a trophy tiger muskie fishery and a better quality rainbow troul fishery have the Potential to attract more anglers to

Willow Creek Reservoir. This potential increase in use is not expected to result in additional impacts to the surrounding public lirnds ai the

reserroir.

Narrative Description and Evaluation
needed):

the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if

8. RISK/IIEALTH HAZARDS

Will the proposed action result in:

a. Risk ofan explosion or rclease olhazardous substanccs
(including, but nol limited to oil, pcsticides, chcrnioals, or radiaiion)
in lhc cvcnt of an accident or othet ibrms of disruption?

b. Allect an cxistrng cmergency response or cmergcocy evacuation
plan or create a need for a new Plan?

c. Creation of any human hcalth hazud or potenrial harard?

d. !:OLB-RD:J, will any cheruical toxicanls bc uscd? (Also sec 8a)

10

needed):

needed):



9. COMMUNITY IMPAC'I'

Will the proposed action result in:

IMPA∝

Can lmpact 8e
Mitiaeled

Comrnent
Indcx

Uiblown None Minor
Potenlially
Signilicant

a. AJleration of the location, distribution, density. or go\.r'th rdte of
the human population of an area?

X

b. Altcrarion of 0re social slructure of a community? X

c. Ahcralion of the level or distributbn of employmen! or
communiry or personal incomc?

X

d. Changes rn industrial or comnrcrcial 8c(ivity? X

e. Increascd trallic hazards or ctTects on existing uansportat,on
l'acrlities or pattems of movemenl of 6ople and goods?

X

1〔■hcr: X 9F

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on [,and Resources (Attach additional pages of narative if
needed):

9f. The proposed action may result in increased use of Willow Creek Reservoir if a trophy fishery develops for tiger muskie and the qualify
of Lhe rainbow uout fishery improves. This potential increase in use may provide an economic benefit lo the surrounding communities.

I O. PUBLIC SERVICES/TAXHSruTILITIES

Will the proposed action result in:

a Will the propoecd aclion harc an cllecl upon or result in a necd
lor new or altered govemrnenlal scrvtces in any ofthe frrllowing
areas: fire or polioe p{olection, schmls. parliVrecrealional facililics,
roads or other public maintcnurce, \ratcr supply, scr.ler or sePtic
s)6tems. solid rvaste disposal. hcalth, or olhcr govemilenlal
services? lfany, specif: 

-

b. Will thc proposed action have an ellbct upon the hcal or stalc t&\
basc and revenu€.f?

c. Will Ore proposed aclion result in a need for new facilities or
substantial ailerslions of any of thc following utilitix: electric
porver, naturnl gBs, other fuel supply or distribulion slslems, or
communicalions?

d. lVill the proposed acthn result in incrcased uscd of any crcrgy
sourrx?

tr. Define projccted rcvenue soutces

f. Definc projectcd mainlcnuncc cmB

Narrative Description and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary on Land Resources (Attach additional pages ofnarrative if
needed):

l0f, FWP harchery facilities and personnel would be used to implement this proposal, but lhese costs would be within normal operating

expenses.



I I. AESTHETICS/RECREATION

lVill the proposed action result in:

a. Altemtion ofany scenic visla or creation of an sesthcti',;ally

offensive site or cffect that is opcn to public vien?

b. Altcradon ofthc aesthetic character ol'a community or

neighborhood?

c. Alleration ofthe quality or quandty ofrecruationol/turrism

opporlunities and settings? (Attach Tor:rism Report)

rJ. E91-P:@-J, will any desigrrated or proposcd rvild or scenic

riven, trails or rvilderness arcBs b€ impacted? (Also sce I 14 I lc)

:
aryEffectsonLandResources(AttachadditionalpagesofnarratiVeif

I lc. The proposed action would be intended to increase recreational use of Willorv Creek Reservoir by improving and increasing angling

opportgniiies'for the public. No tourism report is required lo quantiry these opportunitics.

I 2. CULTURAI,iHISTORICA L RESOURCES

Will the proposed action resull in:

a- Dcstruction or alleration of any siie. slBctu.e or object of
prchistoric, histnric. or paleontological imprtarce?

b. Physical change that would affegl uniquc cullurat valuc's?

c. Eflecs on existing rcligious or sacred uscs ofa site or arca?

d. F-or P-RIDJ, will the projecr affect historic or cultural resourccsl

,\ttsch SHPO lelter of clcer.ne.. (Also scc 12.8)

Narratite D"scription and Evaluation of the Cumulative and Secondary Effects on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if

I3. SUMMARY EVALUATION OF
SIGNIFICANCE

Will the proposed action, considered as a whole:

卜lPACT

Carr Impau Be
Mitieated

Commcnt
IndcxUnknown Nonc Minor

Potentially
Srgnificiurt

a. I lavc impar's thu are individually limited, but cunrulatively

considerahle'J (A project or prografi may result in impacls on two
or more separate resOurccs which create a sigpificant effcct when

considered together or in lotal.)

X

12

needed):



b. Involve pote-ntial risks or advene effecb which ae uncr{a,in but
cxlremely ha?itdous rf fiey were lo occur?

X

c. Potentially conflict *ith the substantive rcquiremcnts ofany
local. srate, or federal law. regulation, standard or formal plan'l

X

d. Establish a prcccdcnt or likelihood lhat futurc actions rvilh
significant environmental impacts will be proposcd?

X

c. Gcner&te subsletlia.l debalc or conroversy about ltre nalurc of $e
imprc{s that would be crcated?

X

f [Sf!;M)1! is the pro.iect expccted lo have organized op6rsirion
or gencratc substantial public coolrovcrsy? (Also sce l3e)

X

g For P-R/D-J. list any federal ff state permits requirBd. X

Narrative Description and Evaluation of lhe Cumulative and Secondary Effbcts on Land Resources (Attach additional pages of narrative if
needed):

2. Description and analysis of reasonable altematives (including the no actiorl altemative) to
the proposed action whenever altematives ,ue reasonably available and prudent to
consider and a discussion of how the altematives rvould be implemented:

Alternative A: No Action
Maintain the existing rainbow trout fishery in Willow Creek Reservoir without
implementing any management actions to reduce the rvhite sucker population. This
alternative would limit the potential of the rainbow trout fishery and result in low angler
use and opportunity. This alternative would also eliminate the potential development of a
trophy fishery for tiger muskies in Willow Creek Reservoir.

Altcrnative B: Mechanical Removal Option
Remove rvhite suckers using gill net and/or trap nets targeting spawning aggregations
during the spring time. This altemative could potentially meet the proposal's objectives of
reducing the white sucker population to a level where improvements in the quality of the
rainbow trout fishery are realized. Thc limitations of this altemative are the operational
costs and required manpower, which are compounded by the need to complete these

removal efforts on an annual or near-annual basis. This alternative would also eliminate
the potential development of a trophy hshery for tiger muskies in northcentral Montana.

Alternative C: Stock Tiger Muskellunge Option (Preferred Alternative)
Stock tiger muskies into Willow Creek Reservoir to provide a biological control of white
suckers. FWP would monitor changes in the fisheries as these tiger muskie grow in size
and adjust future tiger muskie plants to meet management needs. This alternative would
providc a cost-effective means to manage the white sucker population to improve the
quality of the rainbow trout fishery, and also likely lead to the development of a unique,
trophy fishery.

13



3. Evaluation and listing of mitigation, stipulation, or other control measures

enforceable by the agcncy or another government agency:
(This section provides an analysis of impacls to private property by proposed restrictions or stipulations in

this EA as required under 75- l -201, MCA, and the Private Property Assessment Act, Chapter 462, Laws of
Montana (1995). The analysis provided in this EA is conducted in accordance with implementation

guidance issued by the Montana Legislative Scrvices Division (EQC, 1996). A completed checklist

designed to assist state agencies in identi$ing and valuating proposed agency actions, such as imposed

stipulations, that may result in the taking or damaging of private properly, is included in Appendix A.)

The EA has disclosed any impacts and mitigation measures to private property as a result

ofthe proposed action.

PART III: NARRATIVE EVSLUATION AND COMMENT

This analysis did not reveal any significant impacts to the human or physical

environment. After consideration of the altematives listed, the desired objectives,

and any limitations identified in this analysis. FWP has made the determination
that Alternative C, as described in the draft EA, has the greatest potential of
fulfilling the desired objectives while having the least environmental impact.

Alternativc C provides FWP with the option to introduce tiger muskies as a

biological control of white suckers.

PART IV:EA CONCLUS10N SECT10N

Based on the significance criteria evaluated in this EA, is an EIS requircd
(YES/NO)? If en EIS is not required, explain yg[y the EA is the appropriate
level of analysis for the proposed action.

No. Based on an evaluation of impacts to the physical and human environment,
this assessment revealed no significant negative impacts from the proposed
action; therefore, an EIS is not necessary and an environmental assessment is the
appropriate level of analysis.

Describe the level of public involvement for this project if any, and, given the
complexity and the seriousness of the environmental issues associated with
the proposed action, is the level of public involvement appropriate under the
circumstances?

l?WP has initiated conversations with local anglers in an attempt to gauge public interest
and support for the proposed action. lhose conversations have generally been supportive
of the proposed action,

2.



This EA will be posted on thc FWP rvebsite for 30 days and copies will be made
available in the Choteau office as well as Region 4 headquarters. An FWP press release
rvill be made available to local media outlets.

3. Duration of comment period, if any. Date when comments are due. Mail or
email address to send comments.

The draft EA will be open for public comment for 30 days starting June 2. 2014
through July 2. 2014

Comments can be sent to:
Dave Yerk
MT Fish, Wildlifb & Parks
PO Box 746
Choteau, MT 59422

dyerk@mt.gov

4. Name, title, address, and phone number of the person(s) responsible for
preparing the EA.

Dave Yerk
Choteau Area Fisheries Biologist
MT Fish, Wildlife & Parks
PO Box 746
Choteau, MT 59422
(406) 466-s6?t
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APPENDlX A

PRIVATE PROPERTY ASSESSMENT ACT CHECKLIST

The 54th Legislature enacted the Private Property Assessment Act, Chapter 462, Laws of
Montana (1995). The intent of the legislation is to establish an orderly and consistent
process by which state agencies evaluate their proposed actions under the "Takings
Clauses" of the United States and Montana Constitutions. The Takings Clause of the
Fifth Amendment of the United States Constitution provides: "nor shall private property
be taken for public use, without just compensation." Similarly, Article ll, Section 29 of the
Montana Constitution provides: "Private property shall not be taken or damaged for
public use without just compensation..."

The Private Property Assessment Act applies to proposed agency actions peftaining to
land or water management or to some other environmental matter that, if adopted and
enforced without compensation, would constitute a deprivation of private property in
violation of the United States or Montana Constitutions.

The Montana State Attorney General's Office has developed guidelines for use by state
agency to assess the impact of a proposed agency action on private property. The
assessment process includes a careful review of all issues identified in the Attorney
General's guidance document (Montana Department of Justice 1997). lf the use of the
guidelines and checklist indicates that a proposed agency action has taking or damaging
implications, the agency must prepare an impact assessment in accordance with Section
5 of the Private Property Assessment Act. For the purposes of this EA, the questions on
the following checklist refer to the following required stipulation(s):

(LtsT ANy MtflGATtOMR STTPALTIONS REQUTRED, OR MrE "NONE")

DOES THE PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION HAVE TAKINGS IMPLICATIONS

YES NO
1. Does the action pertain to land or water management or

environmental regulation affecting private real propefl or water
ights?

Does the action result in either a permanent or indefinite physical
ion of private ?

Does the action deprive the owner of all economically viable uses
g!l!e properiy?

4. Does the action a fundamental attribute of ownership?
5. Does the action require a property owner to dedicate a portion of

property or to grant an easement? [f the answer is NO, skip
uestions 5a and 5b and continue with

5a. ls there a reasonable, specific connection between the government
rrement and state interests?

5b. ls the government requirement roughly proportionalto the impact

UNDER THE PRIVATE PROPERTY ASSESSMENT ACT?

of the proposed use of th_e property?
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6. Does the action have a severe

…

11

7. Does the action damage the property by causing some physical
disturbance with respect to the property in excess of that sustained
by the public generally? [f the answer is NO, do not answer

action direct, liar. and nificant?

7b. Has government action resulted in the property becoming
, or flooded?

7c. Has government action diminished property values by more than
30% and necessitated the physicaltaking of adjacent property or

_ propefty across a public way from the property in question? _

Taking or damaging implications exist if YES is checked in response to question 1 and
also to any one or more of the following questions: 2, 3, 4, 6,7a,7b,7c; or if NO is
checked in response to questions 5a or 5b.

lf taking or damaging implications exist, the agency must comply with Section 5 of the
Private Property Assessment Act, to include the preparation of a taking or damaging
impact assessment. Normally, the preparation of an impact assessment will require
consultation with agency legal staff.

7a.
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